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Abstract: Traditionally, European foreign policy is characterized by its intergovernmental nature. A 
number of scholars, however, have observed growth in the influence of the European Parliament in 
European foreign policy. This in-depth case study tries to uncover what exactly produced this change 
by analyzing different time periods in a prominent area of European foreign policy: the Israeli-
Palestine conflict. This thesis is built on the theoretical framework of new institutionalism. Through a 
method of process tracing, this study identifies the mechanisms that have produced an increase in the 
influence of the European Parliament and whether these are evident in the Israeli-Palestine case. To a 
certain extent, the bargaining and communicative approaches are key to understanding the increase in 
influence. However, this study also find that path-dependency plays a big role in understanding the 
position of the Parliament in the Israeli-Palestine case.  
 
 
1. Introduction  
The security threats the European Union (EU) is confronted with now are more complex than ever. 
Issues such as the fight against terrorism, the rise of ISIS and the reaction to emerging humanitarian 
crises for example have pushed foreign and security policies to the top of the national and international 
agenda. Traditionally, decisions on these matters are predominantly in the hands of the executive1 and 
generally not made under sufficient democratic scrutiny2 (Marschall 2008, 109). Consequently, both 
International Parliamentary Assemblies (IPAs) and national parliaments are limited in their control of 
foreign and security policies, often by the need for secrecy and by the speed with which these events 
unfold (Denza 2002; Peters, Wagner & Deitelhoff 2008, 6; Wagner 2007, 2). Generally speaking the 
same is accounted for the foreign policy structure of the EU. In numerous ways, EU foreign policy is 
markedly different than other EU policy areas (Rosen 2015, 1). Additionally EU foreign policy is 
often described as intergovernmental since the institutional structure and decision-making procedures 
of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) are notably distinctive3 (Giegerich & Wallache 
2010, 442; Rosen 2015, 1).  
 On the other hand, a growing body of literature4 on the influence of the European Parliament 
(EP) in EU foreign policy indicates that there are signs of change in the parliamentary scrutiny of this 
intergovernmental policy field in the EU. With formal powers still of a limited nature, the Member 
States decided to enhance the powers of the EP in EU external relations through the enforcement of 
the Lisbon Treaty (2007) (Wisniewski 2013, 82). Therefore, while EU foreign policy is still far from 
being supranational, it is equally problematic to claim that this field remains intergovernmental 
(Sjursjen 2011, 1089). Subsequently the EP developed a number of informal activities to strengthen its 
capacity to take control5 of foreign and security policies (Barbe & Surrales 2008, 84; Bajtay 2015; 
Diedrichs 2004, 37; Wisniewski 2013, 84).      
 Against background this thesis studies why the EP has achieved more influence in EU foreign 
policy. In such a sensitive area in international relations, EU institutions have been willing to enhance 
the EP’s powers. Given the intergovernmental nature of the EU policy area, such a development is 
puzzling. Therefore, it tries to answer the following research question: What can explain the increased 
influence of the European Parliament on EU foreign policy? Building on the work of Guri Rosen 
(2015) this thesis uses three contrasting theoretical approaches to account for the puzzling 
development of increased influence of the EP: rational choice institutionalism, historical 
institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. 
                                                     
1 In this sense the European Council and individual Member States 
2  It depends to the extent to which national parliaments scrutinize EU decision-making by their national 
governments 
3 Since the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty, the Council (which represents the interest of the Member 
States) together with the High Representative initiates policy instead of the Commission. Additionally, the 
standard of decision-making is unanimity rather than Qualified Majority Voting. This gives each Member State a 
chance to veto policies that it does not approve of.  
4 For example: Barbe & Surrales 2008, Raube 2012, Rosen 2015, Sjursjen 2011 and Wisniewksi 2013 
5 i.e. more parliamentary involvement  
 The thesis’ empirical contribution is drawn from an in-depth case study analyzing two 
different time periods in a prominent area of European foreign policy: the Israeli-Palestine conflict. 
Through the method of process tracing, this study tries to identify two key mechanisms that have 
produced a change in the EP’s influence. The analysis and theoretical approach will demonstrate that, 
to a certain extent, two mechanisms are key to understand the increase in influence. First, in order to 
arrive at concrete agreements, the Parliament has pursued a bargaining strategy by linking concessions 
where it does have formal powers to issues of foreign policy. Second, it is argued that influence can be 
explained by the need to introduce more democratic legitimacy in the area. These arguments have 
gradually produced a change in the behavior of other EU institutions towards the interaction with the 
European Parliament in general. However, within the particular context of the Israeli-Palestine 
conflict, path-dependency is significant in the EP’s inability to play a significant role because of the 
locked-in situation of the Council.  
The role of the EP in foreign and security policy is a nearly neglected field (Peters, Wagners 
& Deitelhoff 2008, 1). Academic research that has been done regarding this subject is mainly confined 
to national parliaments and is mostly of a highly descriptive or normative nature (Marschall 2008, 
109). Less attention has been given to an additional type of parliamentary institutions that has emerged 
within the last decades: International Parliamentary Assemblies (IPAs) (Peters, Wagners & Deitelhoff 
2008, 1). These parliamentary institutions, which include the EP, could provide an important role in 
the control of foreign and security policies in the future. They are also capable of serving as an 
additional channel for the democratic control of executive decision-making, serving as a strand for 
multi-level parliamentarianism (Marschall 2008, 109). Therefore this thesis aims to fill an empirical 
gap in the literature on the EU policy process. This ought to spark the debate that more research 
should be done on EP involvement in a field that has tended to focus almost exclusively on 
intergovernmental bodies within the security and defense framework (Stavridis 2015, 282). 
 
2. Influence through the backdoor: informal tools and practices in EU foreign policy 
Several scholars have argued that in order to compensate for its lack of powers, the EP developed 
several informal practices and tools to provide some sort of democratic scrutiny (Bajtay 2015, 31; 
Rosen 2015, 23; Wisniewski 2013, 82). This section gives a brief overview of the evolution of the 
foreign policy framework of the EU. Then it identifies the tools and informal instruments available for 
parliamentary oversight of European foreign policy. 
2.1. The formal foreign policy framework of the EU 
The creation of a common European foreign policy framework has been one of the major obstacles in 
the European integration process (Wisniewski 2013, 86). With each Treaty reform, only limited steps 
toward cooperation in foreign policy were made. The first legal foundations for intergovernmental 
procedures in foreign policy were introduced in the Maastricht Treaty (1992) with the establishment of 
the CFSP6. The main goals of a common position of foreign policy were to promote international 
cooperation, enhance international security and preserve peace (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). Still, 
decision-making procedures were primarily based on inefficient intergovernmental procedures and 
consensus (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). The Treaty of Amsterdam tried to enhance decision-making 
procedures by introducing Qualified Majority Voting (QMV). However, QMV is rarely practiced in 
CFSP, a situation that was not altered in the subsequent Treaty reforms (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). The 
function of the High Representative for the CFSP was established in 1999.  
The biggest changes in the foreign policy framework came with the establishment of the 
Treaty of Lisbon in 2007, which entered into force in 20097. In the former foundation of the CFSP 
three actors represented the EU: the Commissioner for External Relations, the CFSP High 
Representative and the Presidency of the EU (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). This triad system rotated 
every six months, which gave it a high degree of inconsistency (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). The Lisbon 
Treaty replaced the ‘troika’ in the position of the High Representative who, at the same time, acts as 
the Vice-President of the Commission. Additionally the Lisbon Treaty set the foundations of the 
European External Action Service (EEAS) and upgraded the Common Security and Defense Policy 
(CSDP) (Fact Sheets on EU 2016). 
2.2 Informal tools and practices in influencing foreign policy 
The EU has repeatedly engaged in attempts to overcome perceived insufficient democratic legitimacy 
(Goetze & Rittberger 2010, 38). It has responded to this “democratic deficit” by constantly 
empowering the EP and continuously expanding the EP’s legislative, budgetary and control 
competencies (Goetze & Rittberger 2010, 38; Konig 2008, 167). Over the last few decades, the EP has 
been further empowered with each Treaty reform (Konig 2008, 167; Rittberger 2012). Nevertheless 
the EP never became an equal player on the foreign policy level and Member States often opposed its 
enhancement of powers (Goetze & Rittberger 2010, 38). The Maastricht Treaty gave the EP the right 
to be informed on the main aspects of the CFSP 8. The Lisbon Treaty stipulated a bigger role for the 
EP in external relations by expanding parliamentary legitimacy and oversight. Its consultation and 
information rights were extended. Nevertheless the EPs formal competencies in foreign policy remain 
limited to the newly defined task of the High Representative to regularly consult the EP on foreign 
policy matters and the obligation to be present at parliamentary debates at least twice a year (TEU 
article 36). 
 While the EP does not have major formal powers in foreign policy, its general powers are 
visible in two main areas (Rosen 2015, 11; Wisniewski 2013, 84). First, the Lisbon Treaty unified the 
                                                     
6 The Treaty introduced the “three-pillar system”, with the CFSP as the second pillar 
7 The Treaty replaced the existing structure by creating a range of CFSP actors 
8 In this way, its “influence” was limited to making recommendations and addressing questions to the Council 
(TEU 1992). 
consent procedure on international agreements9. Thus, before the Council concludes an agreement, it 
now requires the Parliament’s consent (Article 218 TFEU). Second, the EP plays a role in the general 
budgetary process (Bajtay 2015, 28; Rosen 2015, 11; Wisniewski 2013, 84). The EP has the final say 
on the agreement of the general budget and therefore on CFSP-related expenditure (Baytai 2015, 28). 
The institutional agreement of 2006 stated that members of the Committees on Foreign Affairs and 
Budgets can assess10 the financial implications of decisions and actions adopted by the Council in the 
framework of the CFSP (Baitay 2015, 28). Additionally, the institutional agreement of 2002 gave the 
EP access to confidential documents and briefings concerning foreign policy.  
 Moreover, the EP serves as a channel for “consultation and negotiation with third countries” 
(Baitay 2015, 32). In this regard, activities of inter-parliamentary delegations and the numerous visits 
by the President, individual Members of Parliaments (MEPs) and political groups, constitute an 
important tool for parliamentary diplomacy. The supervisory powers of the EP lie in its right to ask 
questions to the Council (Rosen 2015, 15). However, there are other informal practices and arenas that 
are also important for the EP its exercise of control (Crum 2006, 387; Rosen 2015, 15). Crum (2006) 
describes the ability to scrutinize the activities of the High Representative as “the most important 
inroad the EP has on the CFSP” (Crum 2006, 387). The High Representative frequently visits EP 
debates and briefs the EP on important foreign policy matters. 
3. Explaining informal practices 
In the context of European foreign policy, most academics apply classical approaches, such as realist 
and intergovernmental theory (Wisniewski 2013, 86). This is because member states are generally 
considered as the most relevant actors within the structure of EU foreign policies (Norheim-Martinse 
2010, 1351; Wisniewski 2013, 86). However, with the increase of parliamentary influence, member 
states decided to strengthen the powers of the EP at their own costs (Norheim-Martinse 2010, 1351). 
This type of institutional behavior counteracts with classical theory (Wisniewski 2013, 86). 
In the 1980s researchers began to apply theories of new institutionalism to the European 
integration process (Wiener & Dietz 2004, 137). Three primary institutionalisms developed: rational 
choice institutionalism, sociological institutionalism and historical institutionalism (Hall & Taylor 
1996, 937). Providing insights into the processes of institution-building new institutionalist approaches 
are promising in offering theoretical models to explain the puzzling development of increased 
parliamentary influence (Wisniewski 2013, 86). 
 Apart from some notable exceptions11, there is a limited offering of empirical studies that try 
to explain the influence of the EP in foreign policy. Most studies focus on the normative question on 
why parliaments should play a role in foreign policy or are of a very descriptive nature. There is 
                                                     
9 With the exception of agreements that are exclusively part of the CFSP 
10 In regular joint consultation meetings with the Presidency of the Council 
11 Barbe & Surrales 2008; Peters 2008; Thym 2006; Rosen 2015; Wisniewski 2013 
however a body of literature to build on that empirically tries to explain the general empowerment of 
the EP within the EU institutional structure12. Guri Rosen (2015) analyzed the influence of the EP 
based on a bargaining and communicative approach. He claims that while a dominant strand in the 
literature on EP empowerment is centered on the relative bargaining powers of the EP, it is also 
necessary to turn to the potential impact of norms on decision-making processes (Rosen 2015, 5) This 
section identifies the three different approaches of new institutionalism and how these theories can 
relate to the bargaining and communicative approach of Guri Rosen. Additionally, this section 
uncovers the mechanisms that can explain the increase of parliamentary influence and subsequently 
develops competing hypotheses. 
3.1 Rational Choice Institutionalism 
The rational approach of new institutionalism emerged to understand the origins and effects of US 
Congressional institutions (Pollack 2004, 126). In this sense, Shepsle (2005; 1986) argued that these 
institutions could produce structure-induced equilibrium. This concept is based on the perception that 
an institutional process can be seen as an extensive game form in which the players are limited by its 
formal rules (Shepsle 2005; Pollack 2004, 126). In this game the institutions order alternatives as 
acceptable or unacceptable and structures voting and veto powers (Shepsle 2005; Pollack 2004, 126). 
As a result equilibrium evolves when the players will see no other alternative as permissible (Pollack 
2004, 126; Shepsle 2005). Recently, rational institutionalists have moved to the problem of 
equilibrium institutions, i.e. how institutions emerged to safeguard mutual gains and how these 
institutions continue to exist or change over time (Pollack 2004, 126). The rational approach to 
institutionalism is based on a set of behavioral assumptions (Hall & Taylor 1996, 942). First, they 
assume that actors have a fixed set of preferences13.. Second, actors behave in an entirely instrumental 
way so as to maximize the fulfillments of their preferences. Third, they do this in a highly strategic 
manner based on extensive cost-benefit calculations (Hall & Taylor 1996, 942). 
 Rational choice institutionalists emphasize the role strategic social interaction plays in the 
result of political outcomes (Hall & Taylor 1996, 942). Institutions are believed to shape the behavior 
and strategies of actors and to construct the order in which the actors choose from them14 (Shepsle 
2005). They determine how decisions are made and therefore structure social interactions (Lelieveldt 
& Princen 2011, 41; Hall & Taylor 1996, 942). Rational choice institutionalism defines institutions in 
a narrow sense as formal rules (Lelieveldt & Princen 2011, 41). They believe institutional change will 
occur only when the existing framework becomes inefficient (Wisniewski 2013, 89). When 
institutional change occurs the behavior and the way an actor pursues its interests might change, while 
                                                     
12 For example: Hix 2002; Kreppel 2002; Rittberger 2005; Tsebelis 2004 
13 This does not mean that preferences might not change over time, preferences usually are assumed not to 
depend on other variables in the model 
14 In this sense institutions are important because “they define the rules of the game” (North 1990,3; Lelieveldt & 
Princen 2011, 41). 
his interests and preferences remain fixed throughout the negotiations15 (Hall & Taylor 1996, 942)
 A more subtle interpretation claims that the actors themselves provide the rules of the game; 
“they are simply the ways in which the players want to play” (Shepsle 2005). Through a process of 
bargaining, actors compete over institutional alternatives that suit their individual goals (Rosen 2015, 
22). This approach assumes that change is driven as the result of dynamic processes and the process of 
bargaining is a continuous exchange of social interactions (Farrel & Hetier 1996, 580). This process is 
characterized by the exchange of threats and promises (Rosen 2015, 21). The outcome of these 
interactions depends on “the extent to which these threats and promises are perceived as credible” 
(Farrel & Hetier 2003, 583; Rosen 2015, 21). Bargaining strength is based on organizational factors (a 
set of actors united in pursuit of a common goal) and institutional factors (sets of rules that structure 
social interaction) (Farrel & Hetier 1996, 582).  
 A dominant strand in the literature on the EP’s influence is based on the idea that bargaining 
power is equivalent to influence (Rosen 2015, 17). Therefore to determine how the EP affects EU 
decision-making, one has to analyze the EP’s potential bargaining leverage (Rosen 2015, 17). Farrel & 
Hetier (2003) identified the conditions in which the EP becomes victorious: (1) the institutional 
framework, (2) differing time horizons, (3) differing sensitivity to failure and (4) differing levels of 
resources. Other factors such as access to information, voting rules, internal unity and partisan 
alignments have also shown to have an impact on the EP’s leverage (Rosen 2015, 18; Farrel & Hetier 
2003, 580; Hix 2002, ). Maurer (2005) pointed out that the EP’s budgetary power is its most important 
inroad to influence foreign policy because it gives leverage vis-à-vis the Council. Therefore, if the EP 
uses a bargaining tactic, we would expect to see that it would use the conditions that can exploit a 
potential lack of unity in the Council. Additionally we would expect to see the EP using its budgetary 
powers to put pressure on other EU actors. For example, the EP could developed a strategy of placing 
parts of CFSP funds in reserve, which would then require parliamentary approval to be spent. 
Subsequently the EP would make appropriations conditional on information on how the funds were 
going to be used. 
 
3.2 Sociological Institutionalism 
In contrast with the rational choice approach, sociological institutionalism has a broader perspective 
on institutions, including informal conventions, norms and traditions (Lelieveldt & Princen 2011, 41; 
Hall & Taylor 1996, 89). The sociological institutionalism approach sees institutions as mechanisms 
that shape actor’s preferences and identities, as well as how they perceive the world  (Lelieveldt & 
Princen 2011, 41). Consequently, actors search for the outcome that is most legitimate in terms of the 
                                                     
15 Thus, rational institutionalists illustrate “how the distribution of power shapes how actors behave as well as 
the outcome of processes of interaction (Hall & Taylor 1996). 
 
institutional values with which they have been socialized within the institution (Lelieveldt & Princen 
2011, 41).  
 In order to make sense of the potential impact of norms on decision-making processes it is also 
necessary to build on a communicative approach (Eriksen & Weigard 2003; Rosen 2015). The central 
idea of communicative rationality is defined as being able to explain and justify an opinion or position 
(Habermas 1999; Rosen 2015). According to Habermas (1996) rationality means that actors can 
change their preferences when they are presented with better arguments. The communicative approach 
assumes that “arguments can have coordinating effects and that it is equally rational to be convinced 
by an argument, as to act according to one’s interests” (Rosen 2015; 74). The determining factor in 
terms of action coordination is the extent to which the actors perceive the arguments presented as valid 
(Eriksen & Weigard 1997, 221).  
 According to Rosen (2015), one would expect the decision-making process to show attempts 
to activate norms by referring to generalized standards such as the need for more democratic 
legitimacy or by making references to similar policy areas where the EP has influence activating 
norms such as the principle of parliamentary democracy. Second, an indicator showing that any of 
these arguments were accepted as valid would be that a change in the Council’s positions and/or 
actions was justified in accordance with the EP’s arguments. Third, there would have to be 
consistency between these justifications and actual behavior, meaning that the Council does not go 
back on its word as soon as it has the chance (Rosen 2015, 25). If this type of normative learning 
caused the EP’s the increase in foreign policy one would expect to see the following. First, that the EP, 
or other actors advocating increased parliamentary influence, would argue according to generalized 
standards. Such arguments could refer to Second, if these arguments were accepted as valid, one 
would expect actors to change their position and adhere to claims for more parliamentary influence in 
EU foreign policy because they became convinced that this was the right thing to do. Thus, they would 
have to refer to these arguments when agreeing to increase parliamentary influence and in justifying a 
change in their own position. Finally, verbal commitments and subsequent behavior have to be 
consistent: “If actors adhere to an argument in one setting, and then denounce it in another 
immediately afterwards, it is unlikely that they are convinced” (Rosen 2015, 25). Therefore, one 
would expect other EU institutions to try to enhance the EU’s legitimacy by strengthening the EP’s 
influence.  
3.3 Historical Institutionalism 
Historical institutionalism takes up a position in between the other two approaches to new 
institutionalism. This understanding emphasizes the effect of institutions over time (Fioretos 2011, 
368). Historical institutionalists define institutions as formal and informal procedures (Fioretos 2011, 
372). They see the institutional organization as the main determinant that structures collective 
agreement and political outcomes but they also emphasize the role of social, psychological and 
cultural traits (Hall & Taylor 1996, 936; Pollack 2004, 125). Historical institutionalists argue that 
institutional choices taken in the past can persist and become “locked-in”, thereby shaping and 
constraining actors later in time (Hall& Taylor 1996, 940). 
 Paul Pierson (2000; 2004) argued that political institutions are characterized by so-called 
positive feedbacks. In this sense, “institutions generate incentives for actors to stick with and not 
abandon existing institutions, adapting them only incrementally to changing political environments” 
(Pollack  2004, 127). However, earlier decision limit present opportunities and self-reinforce 
established practices, described as path dependencies (Wisniewski 2013, 94). institutions are 
characterized by positive feedbacks, policy will “be characterized by certain interrelated phenomena 
including locked-in situations” (Pollack 2004, 127). In this sense, existing institutions may remain in 
equilibrium for extended periods despite considerable political change. Insofar, there is a critical role 
for timing and sequencing. If this type of institutionalism is present in the case of the Israel-Palestine 
conflict, we would expect to see the Council being constrained by decisions it has taken in the past. 
For instance, being a member of the “Quartet” and because the various international agreements16 can 
prevent the EP exerting any influence since the Council is in a locked-in situation. 
4. Methodology 
This thesis is a qualitative in-depth case study that examines the increase of the EP’s influence on EU 
foreign policy. This was analyzed by examining the practices of the different EU institutions in a 
prominent area in EU foreign policy: the Israeli-Palestine conflict. Over the years, the EU has 
developed an autonomous stance on the conflict and established extensive external relations both with 
Israel and the Palestinian Territories17. Because of the long history of the EU involvement in the 
conflict, this case seemed well suited to comparing how the influence of the EP may have changed in 
this particular area. This case is comparable over time and, except for the Treaty changes, the 
institutional factors stay the same. this thesis looks at two time periods in the Israel-Palestine conflict 
and the EU’s relation in it: Hamas winning the election in 2006 and Operation Protective Edge in 2014 
and the subsequent reaction of recognizing the Palestinian Authority (PA). Both cases deal with 
violence on both sides of the parties and deal with the contested legitimacy of the PA. By looking at 
different decennia we can compare the changes over time. 
 The conceptualization of EU foreign policy was not confined to the CFSP in this study. 
Alternatively use will be made of a broader definition of foreign policy. As a starting point for the case 
selection I will make use of the definition of foreign policy given by Hill (2003): “the sum of official 
external relations conducted by an independent actor in international relations”. The practical problem 
however is to measure the influence of the European Parliament. Therefore it is necessary to 
                                                     
16 Like the roadmap and the Arab Peace Initiative 
17 In this thesis I will refer Palestine to the Palestinian Territories since the official recognition of Palestine is till 
questioned. 
operationalize the concept to be measured more closely. With the exception of the area of external 
trade, the decision-making capacity of the EP in foreign policy is still of a limited nature. In this thesis 
influence is conceptualized as “changing and defining policy, shaping procedures and exercising 
scrutiny that in turn affect the decision-making process as well as the content of policies” (Rosen 
2015, 5; Lindsay 1994). Real influence of the EP is difficult to measure however (Bajtay 2015, 23). 
Especially regarding foreign policy when informal factors play such a major role (Bajtay 2015, 23). 
Therefore “this is the field where, due to the absence of formal legislative powers, especially in hard 
foreign and security policy, the potential of impact can also be decisive in shaping policy – executives 
often anticipate parliamentary reactions, calculate the costs and consequences of parliamentary 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction when making foreign policy choices” (Bajtay 2015, 23; Carter and Scott 
2012: 241). For that reason I am not claiming that the EP has gained considerable influence compared 
to policy areas where it holds legislative powers. A narrow understanding of the concept of influence 
would therefore not work (Rosen 2015, 5).        
 The method used throughout the thesis was process tracing, which involves the use of 
evidence in a case study to make detailed links between independent and dependent variables (Babb et 
al. 2012, 99). The process tracing method helped identify the causal mechanisms that have led to the 
increase in the EP’s influence on EU foreign policy. A thorough test of the relative explanatory power 
could not be accomplished in this thesis. Instead, I looked for evidence that corresponded to the 
supposition of changes in the perception of the EP’s legitimacy, bargaining tactics or locked-in 
situations (Goetze & Rittberger 2010, 42). Using the theoretical approaches described in the previous 
section, I reconstructed the actions, positions and arguments of the different EU institutions: the 
European Parliament and the Council. I argue that the EP’s influence can be identified through three 
different mechanisms: (1) bargaining, (2) internal unity (3) legitimacy considerations.  
Bargaining is in this sense defined as “the use of threats and promises whereby actors try to 
make opponents comply with their demands by warning them of the consequences of refusal or by 
referring to the potential benefits of cooperation” (Rosen 2015, 21). Another factor that has been 
identified in the literature is the unity of actors. Thus, if the EP does not speak with one voice and 
therefore does not stand united, they are less likely to influence other actors with their views (Farrel & 
Hetier 2003, 538). Another indicator for internal unity would be to form coalitions (Hix & Hoyland 
2002, 178). According to Hix (2002) “When deciding which coalition to form, the leaders of the 
groups trade off the incentive to present a united front, which maximized the Parliament’s impact vis-
à-vis the other EU institutions, against the desire to take a clear stand on an issue” (Hix 2002, 178). A 
widely accepted definition of legitimacy is provided by Suchman (1995), who sees legitimacy as “the 
generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper or appropriate 
within some socially constructed system of norms, beliefs, values and definitions” (Suchman 1995, 
574). Legitimacy can be directly measured by explicit references to considerations of appropriateness 
(Goetze & Rittberger 2010, 42).  
The data that is used in this thesis consists mainly of primary data from official EU 
documents. These documents were collected from the registers of the different EU institutions and 
made available through EUR-LEX and the legislative observatory. EP reports and adopted texts, press 
releases, statements and debates were used to reflect the EP’s institutional view. Secondary data was 
collected from several academic journals, articles and books. Official statements by the EP’s 
Delegation for Relations with the Palestinian Legislative Council (D-PLC) and the Delegation for 
Relations with Israel (D-IL) can also be treated as reflective of an institutional voice. Additionally, I 
made use of the ARENA report written by Guri Rosen. Rosen (2015) conducted several elite 
interviews with members of the MEP, EP officials, national delegations and Council officials. These 
data were used to identify the institutional views and practices more closely.  The data material was 
first analyzed and categorized as the following: (1) threats and promises, (2) demands justified by 
normative arguments (Rosen 2015, 35). Subsequently, I analyzed how these threats, promises and 
normative arguments impacted the involved actors and the decision-making processes. 
 
5. Analysis  
Ever since the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948, the Israeli-Palestine conflict has been a 
major foreign policy concern for Europe (EEAS 2016; Tocci 2007, 100). Several interests, discussed 
in greater detail in the following sections, motivated a peaceful solution to the conflict (Tocci 2007, 
100). This section looks at two time periods in the Israel-Palestine conflict and the EU’s relation in it: 
Hamas winning the election in 2006 and Operation Protective Edge in 2014 and the subsequent 
reaction of recognizing the Palestinian Authority (PA). Through the publications of resolutions and the 
work conducted within the official EP delegations, the EP tried to deal with these continuing issues. 
This section identifies the influence of the EP in the EU on the Israeli-Palestine case in the following 
steps. . First, it gives a brief overview of the conflict since its inception and the following 
developments since the failed Oslo process
18
. Second, it described the mechanisms and legal nature of 
the EU’s relations with Israel and the Palestinian Territories. Subsequently I will start with my 
analysis. First, I will line out the actions and position of the CFSP actors and the EP. Second, I 
provide, through a thorough analysis of EP debates and resolutions, how it possibly influenced the 
actions of EU actors towards the conflict.  
 
 
 
                                                     
18 Because of the narrow purpose of this thesis only the most relevant issues will be described in a historic 
overview. This overview is necessary to understand the EU its actions and statements on the conflict in the 
future.  
5.1 Israeli-Palestine Conflict  
5.1.1 Israeli-Palestine Conflict: a brief overview 
The ongoing conflict between Israel and the Palestinian Territories originates in 1947
19
. Several issues 
in this regard are still left unresolved. These include the fate of the Palestinian refugees spread around 
camps throughout the region and the status of the Palestinian minority in Israel (Gainniou 2015, 238). 
In 1967, Israel occupied the West Bank and East Jerusalem in which the conflict acquired a distinct 
territorial character (Tocci 2007, 103). In reaction to the Israeli occupation, the Palestinians organized 
their resistance through the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) (Tocci 2007, 103). The 
territorial dimension of the conflict acquired greater salience both regionally and internationally with 
the first intifada in 1987, when the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip mounted a largely 
unarmed rebellion against Israel’s occupation (Tocci 2007, 104). In the Oslo peace process that 
followed, the territorial dimension became the primary focus of the talks. Yet, while a settlement along 
these lines became increasingly feasible in the minds of international actors, the Oslo years saw the 
emergence of a growing gap between rhetoric and reality (Tocci 2007, 104). The Palestinian 
leadership never completely renounced the use of political violence and the Israeli government 
accelerated the construction of settlements in the Palestinian Territories. After the failure of the Camp 
David summit in 2000, the peace process collapsed with the outbreak of the second intifada. The 
second intifada led to Israel’s full reoccupation of the Palestinian territories. This resulted in a 
deepened humanitarian crisis in the Palestinian Territories (Tocci 2007, 105)  
5.1.2 EU relations and interests 
A peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Palestine conflict is a fundamental interest of the EU. It was one of 
the two subjects dealt with at the first European Political Cooperation meeting in November 1970. 
Since this time, European declaratory diplomacy on the conflict developed consistently and 
progressively. Common positions stipulated clearly both what the ultimate objective was and what the 
necessary means to achieve this were. The main objective for the EU was a “two-state solution based 
on the 1967 border with an independent, contiguous Palestinian state living side-by-side in peace and 
security with Israel20 (EEAS 2016). The EU is Israel’s largest trading partner, accounting for one third 
of Israeli exports and around 40 per cent of Israeli imports (Tocci 2007, 115). The subjective value of 
                                                     
19 After World War II the Jewish population were given a large part of the Palestinian Territories, which the 
Jewish considered as their traditional holy land. The Arabs, who already living in the areas, did not accept the 
arrival of the Jewish population and therefor rejected the 1947 UN partition plan. This mandate provided two, 
although not ethnically homogenous states.  
20 According to the EU, the only way to resolve the conflict is through an agreement that ends the occupation, 
which began in 1967, that ends all claims and that fulfills the aspirations of both parties. A one state reality 
would not be compatible with these aspirations. A lasting solution must be achieved on the basis of the relevant 
UN Security Council Resolutions, the Madrid principles including land for peace, the Roadmap, agreements 
previously reached by the parties and of the Arab Peace Initiative. If an agreement to finally end the conflict will 
be reached, the door would open to a deepened and enhanced cooperation among all the countries of the region  
(Council conclusion 16-12-2013) 
EU ties with the Palestinians is also high. In economic terms, the EU represents by far the largest 
donor to the Palestinians (Tocci 2007, 115; EEAS 2016) 
 To that end, the EU undertakes a range of activities, both political and practical, and is the 
largest donor to Palestinian state-building efforts aiming at a Palestinian state based on the rule of law 
and respect of human rights and has consistently called for intra-Palestinian reconciliation and holding 
of democratic elections. The EU, along with the UN, US and Russia, is a member of the “Quartet”, 
which in 2002 launched the “road map for peace” (EEAS 2016). The EU has welcomed the Arab 
Peace Initiative as a significant contribution from the Arab countries (EEAS 2016). The EU stands 
ready to play a key role in international efforts to support a durable ceasefire, including through the 
rapid reactivation and possible extension in scope and mandate of its Border Assistance Mission for the 
Rafah Crossing Point (EUBAM Rafah) and EU Police Mission in the Palestinian Territory (EUPOL COPPS)  
(EEAS 2016). 
 
5.2 Case 1: Recognition elected Palestinian government 2005-2007 
The international community repeatedly called for free and fair elections for the Palestinian Authority 
(PA). This however, resulted in the unforeseen consequence of Hamas, which is on the US and EU’s 
list of terrorist organizations, winning the election in 2006. This evoked a number of reactions both by 
the UN and the EU. As a result, the Quartet went beyond calling on the new government to renounce 
terrorism and insisted on the three principles 21  of previous agreements. This evolved into strict 
conditions for the recognition of the government (Tocci 2009, 26). Hamas entered into a coalition 
government with the previous ruling party Fatah. In June 2007 however tensions between the two 
parties spilled over into armed conflict (O’Donell 2016, 8). Hamas seized control of Gaza by force. 
Israel reacted by launching its military offensive Operation Cast Lead on the Hamas controlled Gaza 
strip (O’Donell 2016, 8).  
5.2.1 Actions, positions and arguments of CFSP actors 
The official position of the European Union towards the recognition of the elected Palestinian 
government has been both compelling and narrowly defined (Tocci 2007, 100). In its EU-PA Action 
Plan in 2004, the EU claimed that only a democratic election could result in a Palestinian government 
that would be seen as a legitimate partner and interlocutor for the EU. Therefore it was not surprising 
that the Council welcomed the election of Mahmoud Abbas as PA president in 2005 (Council 
Conclusions, 30 January 2005). A EU election observation mission closely monitored the election (EU 
EOMR 2005). The evaluation of the conduct of the election concluded the elections as democratic, 
free and fair (EU EOMR 2005). Thus, the positive results of the presidential elections encouraged the 
Council to support legislative elections in the occupied territories (Council Conclusions, 30 January 
                                                     
21 End to violence, recognition of Israel and acceptance of previous agreements.  
2005). Throughout 2005, the EU discourse pervaded for formal procedural criteria for democratic 
legitimacy in the Palestinian Territories. That is to say, the only means for the PA to be a viable 
interlocutor would be through the way of free and fair elections (Council Conclusions 30 January 
2005) 
 Nevertheless, while still underlining “the importance of the forthcoming elections for the 
Palestinian Legislative Council (PLC) as an essential element for progress in the peace process”, the 
Council showed awareness of the participation of Hamas in the elections (Council Conclusions, 7 
November 2005). Therefore it stated in its conclusions “Violence and terror are incompatible with 
democratic processes and urges all factions, including Hamas, to renounce violence, recognize Israel’s 
right to exist, and disarm” (Council Conclusions, 7 November 2005). Once Hamas won an outright 
victory in the elections, the Council was therefore faced with the problem of, in their eyes, recognizing 
a terrorist organization as the legitimate PA. The Council responded by adding new political criteria to 
which the participating parties must adhere to be recognized as a legitimate authority for the EU 
(Council Conclusion, 30 January  2006). The questions whether the PA was a legitimate interlocutor 
of the EU was thus left unanswered.  
 The moment Hamas turned to violence and, once again, two competing power structure, the 
EU decided to acknowledge only the Fatah led government in the West Bank (Council Conclusions 10 
April 2006). From that point one, political dialogue was channeled exclusively through the Abbas-led 
PA (Council Conclusions, 10-4 2006). All ties with Hamas were cut off, including financial assistance 
to the humanitarian crises (Council Conclusions, 15 September 2006). At the same time, the 
humanitarian crises in the Palestinian Territories was still unresolved and the EU wanted to maintain 
its financial assistance to the Palestinian people in need (Council Conclusions) 
 The EU’s CFSP towards the Hamas government was therefore both cogent and narrowly 
defined: the Council decided not to engage with the Hamas government at all, and maintained its 
stance on that point (Council Conclusions, 15 September 2006). On the political level, it outsourced all 
decisions to the Quartet, and contented itself with taking action on only one small part of the larger 
issues at stake: that of figuring out how to maintain the flow of financial assistance to the Palestinian 
population (Stavridis 2015, 238). As the next section will show, the Parliament saw the issues at stake 
in a markedly different way. The main question of how to interact with a democratically elected 
government that holds politically unacceptable views was conceptualized by MEPs as a question of 
democracy and fundamental rights of representation. 
5.2.3 Actions, positions and arguments of the EP 
Through the publications of resolutions and the work conducted within the official EP delegations, it 
tried to deal with these continuing issues. In contrast with the Council, the EP’s reaction towards the 
election in the Palestinian Territories was never a consistent one and quite different from that of the 
Council. The EP has not hesitated to distance itself from the official EU line, often criticizing and 
indicating its failings and deficiencies (Stavridis 2015, 238; Debate 5 July 2006) . Instead, the EP 
acted out the role of public debate forum, constantly challenging the Council to explain its policy 
choices, while also giving voice to its own Members’ arguments for and against these (Debate 5 April 
2006). Further strengthening this finding, it is also interesting to note that the Middle East and the 
Palestinian issue were very frequently the topic of plenary debates in the EP (EP Legislative 
Observatory 2016). Yet relatively few of these resulted in resolutions or other adopted documents, 
which is unusual. This indicates that the goal of the Parliamentary debates was not necessarily to 
arrive at a consensus, or a policy. 
5.2.4 Internal unity 
Within the EP, the issue of Hamas winning the election led to divergent interpretations. This revealed 
not only the difference of opinions between Left and Right regarding the Israeli-Palestine conflict, but 
also between the two delegations (Stavridis 2015, 238; Debate 26 April 2006). As a result of these 
internal frictions, divergent viewpoints were expressed (Stavridis 2015, 238). Left wing MEPS tend to 
be more critical towards Israel and vice versa right wing representatives end to be more skeptical 
towards Palestinian actions. For instance, in 2006, the EP showed its ambivalence about how the EU 
should treat the newly elected Hamas government. . The European People’s Party (EEP) asked 
whether “the Palestinian National Authority was still relevant, when it comes to working with a 
government that has not recognized the agreements” (EP debate, 5 April 2006). In contrast, the 
Socialists argued for engaging with the new government (EP debate, 26 April 2006). 
 The EP’s ambivalence towards the Hamas government also pervaded in its resolutions, 
documents that are meant to embody a single institutional view. In a resolution adopted in June, the 
EP reiterated that “The elections in Palestine, held in conformity with international standards, have led 
to the setting-up of a government which is composed of members of the “Change and Reform” list 
drawn up by Hamas, and […] the international community is now confronted with the need to respect 
the democratic results of the elections” (EP resolution, June 2006). However, in the same document 
the EP also expressed its belief that “the government’s its clarification regarding denouncing violence 
and recognition of Israel’s right to exist and the Palestinians’ international obligation to be crucial for 
any cooperation by the EU with it” (EP resolution, June 2006). One can thus observe a clear difference 
between the Council’s and the EP’s role performances. The evolution of the Council’s position was 
fairly linear, from supporting Palestinian elections to finally cutting off ties with the Hamas-led 
government. The Parliament, by contrast, kept debating the issue, exploring the political pros and cons 
of engaging with the Hamas. It never truly resolved the problem, but brought the dilemma of what 
policy the EU should pursue into the open .  
 Nevertheless, its inability to distill an institution-wide held preference about the legitimacy of 
Hamas as an interlocutor for the EU also made it impossible for it to push the Council in any direction 
(Statement Council EP Debate, 1 February 2006). This lack of consensus also meant that the EP was 
unable to enact an effective international role performance in its interactions with the Palestinians. The 
HR often participated in EP debates and often referred to the EP’s inability to speak with one voice. 
For instance he stated: “ This debate has shown how complex and difficult the choices are that the 
Council and the Commissions had to take. I repeat- and I stand by this- that there was no choice. This 
is something that is shared unanimously in the Council and I am sure this position will also prevail in 
the future” (Statement  HR EP Debate, 1 February 2006). 
5.2.6 Arguing 
Despite the lack of coherence of the EP in its debates and resolutions, the EP forwarded on several 
occasions the lack of legitimacy in EU foreign policy (EP debate, 2 February 2006). In response to the 
Council’s 2004 annual report on the EU’s common and security policy, AFET committee rapporteur 
Elmar Brok drew up an own-initiative report (EP INI December 2005). It criticized the Council in its 
way of consulting the EP on CFSP matters after decisions were made. In the report “the Parliament 
considered that the Council continued to maintain the “a posteriori” approach merely submitting a 
descriptive list of CFSP activities carried out in the previous year, instead of consulting Parliament 
beforehand” (EP INI December 2005). The EP repeatedly asked the Council to replace this practice 
with a genuine consultation of EP in order to ensure the EP’s view have real impact on the choices 
made for the following year (EP Debate, 2 February 2006). 
5.2.7 Bargaining 
In regard to the Israel-Palestine Conflict, the EP used it budgetary power for more active engagement 
with Palestine. The EP’s annual resolution about the Council’s CFSP activities of that year affirmed 
that “the new Palestinian Government of national unity and the recognition of the previous agreements 
with Israel should prompt the EU to intensify its involvement in Palestine” (Report on Budget 2006). 
Thus the regular, annual exercise of reviewing past CFSP actions was again used by the EP to pressure 
the Council into living up to the current foreign policy standards of the EP, which required a more 
active engagement with the Palestinian national unity government. 
 
5.3 Case 2: Operation Protective Edge and Palestine Recognition 2014-2016 
On July 8, 2014, the Israeli army launched a military operation called “Operation Protective Edge” 
against the Palestinian movement Hamas. The EU’s policy of “no contact” with Hamas continued in 
this period of time. The EU its resources to mediate did not change a lot in the intervening period of 
time (O’Donnell 2016). The EU still remained one of the biggest funders of the PA for humanitarian 
aid and the EUPOL-COPSS mission was still in place. There was however a clear EU drive to get 
involved, not only on the financial level but also on the political level (O’Donell 2016). 
5.3.1 Actions, positions and arguments of CFSP actors 
Following the events in Gaza in 2014, the Council followed the ongoing violence with great concern 
(Council Conclusions , 16 July 2014) It called on both parties to de-escalate the situation. In its first 
conclusion after the operation is stated: “The European Union stands ready to provide the necessary 
purpose of support” (Council Conclusions, 16 July2014). Therefore it was ready to act as a mediator 
instead of just providing financial assistance. This finding is supported by the visits of the High 
Representative to Gaza. Catherine Ashton was meant to ensure that the international community, 
primarily the European Union, to take charge of the immediate needs of Gaza's population (CFSP 
annual report 2014). In the framework of consequent international efforts to ensure a durable ceasefire 
and a fundamental change to the humanitarian, political and security situation in the Gaza Strip, the 
EU underlined the unsustainability of the status quo ante, condemned indiscriminate rocket fire at 
Israeli civilians by Hamas and other militant groups, condemned the loss of hundreds of civilian lives 
in Gaza, stressed the need for protection of civilians according to international humanitarian law, and 
strongly encouraged the Palestinian Authority to progressively assume all its government functions in 
Gaza (CFSP annual report 2014). It also called for the dismantling of military groups in Gaza (CFSP 
annual report 2014). The EU discussed with the parties its possible contribution ensuring a durable 
ceasefire and creating conditions towards the lifting of the closure regime, both through CFSP 
instruments such as the reactivation and extension of EUBAM Rafah and EUPOL COPPS missions 
and humanitarian and reconstruction assistance (Council Conclusions, 20 July 2015). 
 
5.3.2 Actions, positions and arguments of the EP 
MEPs stated their support in principle recognition of Palestinian statehood and the two state solution, 
and felt that these should go hand in hand with advanced peace talks (EP Resolution 17 July 2014; EP 
Resolution 17 December 2014). They decided to launch a “Parliamentarians for Peace” 
initiative aiming to bring together cross-party Members of European, Israeli and Palestinian 
Parliaments to help advance an agenda for peace and to complement EU diplomatic efforts (EP 
Resolution 17 December 2014). Parliament also reiterated its strong support for the two-state solution 
on the basis of the 1967 borders, with Jerusalem as the capital of both states, with the secure State of 
Israel and an independent, democratic, contiguous and viable Palestinian State living side by side in 
peace and security (Resolution 17 December 2014). It underlined that settlements were illegal and 
called on both parties to refrain from any action that may undermine the viability and the prospects of 
the two-state solution. 
It condemned in the strongest terms all acts of terrorism or violence, warning particularly 
about the risks of further escalation of violence involving holy sites, which could transform the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict into a religious conflict. Members wanted to see political leaders from all sides 
working together through visible actions to de-escalate the situation (EP Resolution 17 July 2014; EP 
Resolution 17 December 2014). They went on to support the efforts of the Palestinian national 
consensus government and urged all Palestinian factions, including Hamas, to accept the commitments 
of the PLO and end internal divisions. Parliament called for continued EU support and assistance for 
Palestinian institutional capacity-building. It believed that the European Union should become a 
genuine actor and facilitator in the Middle East peace process, through a common approach and a 
comprehensive strategy for a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It called on the HR/VP to 
facilitate a common EU position in this regard situation (EP Resolution 17 July 2014; EP Resolution 
17 December 2014). 
5.3.3 Internal unity 
In contrast to the previous case, the EP’s resolutions expressed the view of the Assembly as one 
despite the internal frictions. Many MEPs forwarded in debates that the lack of unity holds the 
Assembly back. MEP Barandiaran for example stated in a debate on the situation in Israel: “In a 
complex and fast-moving world as it is today, we aspire to be a leading Parliament, not copycat of the 
Member States. We must put the interests and set priorities of states on the basis of common values 
that form the foundation of the European Union. We cannot afford to remain at the tail of the 
decisions. We must be at the forefront” (EP Debate 26 November 2014). Additionally, the resolutions 
illustrates the coalition seeking of the parties. For example: The European Parliament adopted by 498 
votes to 88, with 111 abstentions, a resolution on recognition of Palestine statehood. The resolution 
was tabled by the EPP, GUE/NGL, ALDE, S&D and Greens/EFA groups (EP Resolution 17 July 
2014). 
5.3.4 Bargaining 
The EP did not make use of its bargaining tactics regarding the Israeli-Palestine conflict in this period 
of time.  
5.3.5 Arguing 
Whereby the Council tended to phrase the question of EU-Hamas relations in pure technical terms in 
the previous case. It rhetoric changed in 2014. The HR frequently entered in debates with the EP in 
relation to the conflict. In his introductory statements he often referred to the importance of the views 
of the MEPs. He often took the opportunity to reply at the end of the debates, something that was 
rarely visible in the previous years. For example: “The European Union effort is at the same time 
trying to put that framework together. I will not just take into account but I will take not your debate 
today, because I believe that the parliamentary debates can fit into the process of a European common 
approach (EP debate ,26 November 2014) 
 
The European Union effort is at the same time trying to put that framework together. I will not just take into account but I will take note of 
your debate today, because I believe that the parliamentary debates – and then if you are going to take a vote on this next month – can 
fit into the process of a European common appro 
 
7. Conclusion & Discussion 
In both cases, the EP is very divided on the issue. Yet, they have distanced themselves regularly of the 
Council. The HR and the Council were often criticized for the lack of parliamentary involvement and 
the lack of legitimacy in foreign policy. The EP uses its influence in particular to set standards to the 
order, which are important in order to take a position in the IP conflict; it is about legitimacy of the 
Hamas government, honoring agreements and  democratic principles. Looking at the involvement of 
the European Parliament through these time periods there is definitely a change visible. The reasons 
for involving the EP can be traced back to a change in the Council’s attitude towards the EP’s 
involvement and influence in the CFSP. It appears to have accepted the principle of the EP’s right to 
have access to information as valid. Therefore the current relationship between the EP and the 
Council, in this context, can be described as one of mutual recognition. The Council has grown to take 
the EP ‘more seriously’ and the meetings between the Council and the EP are characterized by more 
real information, real discussion and a more political debate. This increasing acknowledgement of the 
EP’s right to be involved in the CFSP testifies to the claim of a move beyond intergovernmentalism 
(Barbe & Surrales 2008, 78). However, the historical context of this case severely constrained the EP 
to influence the Council in its actions. Therefore, for this particular case, path-dependency is important 
in explaining the role of the EP. 
In sum, the findings in this thesis on the increased influence of the EP in foreign policy should 
not be confused with claims about how powerful or are important the EP is in foreign policy. In this 
thesis I asked if and why the influence of the EP increased. In the case of the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict, the EP has been very active through its resolutions, its plenary debates and official 
delegations. Yet, it cannot be safely argued that it has played a significant role regarding the 
promotion of EU interests and the acceptance of the EU as a player in the region. The Israeli-
Palestinian conflict nourishes the division between right-wing and left-wing MEPS, thus undermining 
the possibility of a unified and firm EP position. Building in an in-depth analysis I can conclude that 
there is a change in influence, however influence in this case is more the function of a discussion 
forum.  
Yet, besides these limitations, an active EP in the diplomatic field could only be to the EU’s 
advantage. EP official delegations could help move forward the EU position on the conflict. At the 
same time, EP delegations for relations with the conflicting parties constitute a unique means of direct 
communication among parliamentarians and provide first-hand knowledge and information on 
important matters related to the evolution of the conflict and the needs and interests of the parties. Of 
course, EP internal frictions and divisions, lack of real formal competences on EU foreign policy 
matters as well. Currently, the EP is not actively involved in the formulation of EU foreign policy. It 
can only forward suggestions and scrutinize decisions that are already taken. Even when it comes to 
international agreements where the EP has a say, it is only consulted once the agreement is finalized, it 
has no role whatsoever in the formulation of the negotiation mandate, which is entirely defined by the 
Council.  
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